This study extends previous research on tourists' loyalty by measuring the duel dimensions of loyalty toward a destination resort -attitudinal and behavioral. A satisfaction-loyalty model was tested using an online survey and the resort's reservation database. Customers' satisfaction with the value for their money and their overall satisfaction ratings were found to be significant predictors of attitudinal loyalty. Customers' satisfaction with room cleanliness and comfort was found to be a significant predictor of behavioral loyalty. Members of the hotel's loyalty program were found to have stronger ties between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty. Implications for management and future research are presented.
Introduction
Both marketing scholars and practitioners have learned that measuring only attitudinal loyalty and at a single point in time following a purchase is not sufficient for predicting future purchase behaviors, as customers' intentions can change over time (Bodet, 2008; Budeanu, 2007; Chandon, Morwitz, & Reinartz, 2005; Li & Petrick, 2008a; 2010; McKercher & Tse, 2012; Oppermann, 2000; Petrick, 2005) . Most loyalty studies in the hospitality and tourism field tend only to measure attitudinal factors, such as intention to repurchase or commitment to specific brands, and do not include actual behavior measures, even though, over time, attitudinal loyalty has been viewed as an acceptable or available predictor of future behavioral loyalty (Kwortnik & Han, 2011; McKercher & Tse, 2012; Oppermann, 1999; Shoemaker & Bowen, 2003) .
Customer or transactional databases can allow for modeling of customers' future transactions, but are often difficult to obtain because of proprietary interests. Moreover, these databases may not ever be linked to survey data that would include satisfaction ratings with specific purchases, intentions to return, or recommendations to others.
A loyalty or membership program aims to build customer loyalty to a brand by providing rewards and added benefits to those customers willing to sign up and sometimes pay a nominal fee (Bolton, Kannan, & Bramlett, 2000; Yi & Jeon, 2003) and databases from loyalty programs can provide a wealth of data for researchers to improve modeling of consumer behavior. loyalty has been measured by the level of customer's intentions to revisit a destination or repurchase at a business, and in their willingness to recommend a destination or specific business to others (Li & Petrick, 2008a; 2010; Oppermann, 2000; Yi & La, 2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005) . Hospitality experiences are particularly believed to include affective attributes because of the experience nature of vacations compared to "good" products (Back, 2005; Kim, Lee, & Mattila, 2014; Schall, 2003) .
Behavioral loyalty is defined as the consumer's actual repurchase behavior that is measured and directly impacts brand sales and profits (Hammond, East, & Ehrenberg, 1996; Russell-Bennett, McColl-Kennedy, & Coote, 2007) . Considering only the behavioral aspects of loyalty in conjunction with attitudinal loyalty may mask those customers who are truly loyal and those who are deal-oriented and lack psychological attachment (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007; Day, 1969; Pritchard, Howard, & Havitz, 1992) . Thus, behavioral measures alone are insufficient in explaining consumer behavior, particularly loyal customers.
While many studies have investigated the relationship between customer satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty, only a few empirical studies have tested the relationship between customer satisfaction and behavioral loyalty in the hospitality setting (Back & Parks, 2003; Bodet, 2008) . Back and Parks (2003) found a significant relationship between customer satisfaction and behavioral loyalty with mediation from attitudinal loyalty, and Bodet (2008) found that neither customer satisfaction nor attitudinal loyalty directly predicted behavioral loyalty. In their study of two different service industries: health care and car repair, Mittal and Lassar (1998) reported that customer satisfaction does not guarantee loyalty even among the highly satisfied customers as satisfied customers showed willingness to switch service providers. Although customer satisfaction contributes to behavioral loyalty, it is not sufficient to directly predict behavioral loyalty (Bodet, 2008; Mittal & Lassar, 1998) .
If studies show that satisfaction has no direct influence on behavioral loyalty, then an important question arises. What, if anything, is the relationship between satisfaction and behavioral loyalty? According to an attitude-based loyalty framework, prospective customers would first develop positive affective attachment and beliefs about a provider, then form an attitude, and finally form intentions to purchase from that preferred provider. The theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) explains that a patronizing behavior toward a provider is the result of attitude development, as attitude influences actual behavior by positively reinforcing behavioral intention (Bentler & Speckart, 1979; Dick & Basu, 1994; Oliver, 1999) . Loyalty researchers frequently use attitude to explain behavior, thus conceptualizing loyalty from a causal perspective (Baldinger & Rubinson, 1996; Dick & Basu, 1994) . Oliver (1999) found positive attitudes toward a certain purchase experience changed attitudes toward the product or brand, such as an increased level of positive belief and positive effect, and enhanced repurchase intentions (Oliver, 1999) . When the relative strength of an attitude toward the brand is stronger than other brands in the same category, attitudinal loyalty toward that brand increases as the result of attitude development (Dick & Basu, 1994; Evanschitzky, Iyer, Plassmann, Niessing, & Meffert, 2006; Morais, Dorsch, & Backman, 2004; Oliver, 1999) .
Attitudinal loyalty emphasizes the importance of understanding customers' intention to purchase, while behavioral loyalty emphasizes customers' life-time value to a business. Therefore, a loyalty with a strong operational strategic plan can assist in developing more cost-effective marketing strategies to increase this life-time value (O'Malley, 1998) . The attitude-behavior relationship has been supported by empirical studies (Bagozzi, Baumgartner, & Yi, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) , as well as not supported (Back & Parks, 2003) . Therefore, this study was conducted to understand better the relationship among satisfaction, attitudinal loyalty, and behavioral loyalty, within the hospitality context, in general, and the lodging sector, in particular.
A loyalty or membership program can become a more reliable tool for hospitality business to learn more about their customers' behaviors and future intentions to purchase. Hospitality businesses will continue to emphasize customer satisfaction, and a loyalty program is prevalent worldwide in the hospitality industry and may be the more dominant and direct way to a lifetime customer (Meyer-Waarden, 2008; B. Sharp & A. Sharp, 1997; Yi & Jeon, 2003) . Customer loyalty programs aim to accelerate the loyalty life cycle and create switching costs (a cost to leaving or a cost to joining a competitor's program). Loyal customers have been shown to buy more, pay higher prices by utilizing the rewards/added benefits, and bring in new customers from recommendations (Carlsson & Löfgren, 2006; O'Brien & Jones, 1995; B. Sharp & A. Sharp, 1997; Thaler, 1985; Wright & Sparks, 1999; Yi & Jeon, 2003) .
Some studies have examined the impact of customer loyalty program on customer loyalty (Bridson, Evans, & Hickman, 2008; Jang & Mattila, 2005) and showed that loyalty program members and non-members have different purchasing behaviors and loyalty program members identify more strongly with a company (Meyer-Waarden, 2008) . However, few empirical studies have examined the relationships among satisfaction, loyalty, and future purchase behaviors nor have they evaluated the contribution of a loyalty or member program to those relationships. Therefore, this study examines the role of loyalty membership in the relationships between satisfaction and loyalty.
Methodology Sample Frame
The sample for this study was drawn from the database of a large Midwestern resort that has been in operation for more than three decades. It is independently owned and operated and benefits from an extensive guests database that is populated with data from a well-established loyalty program. The loyalty program does require a nominal annual membership fee and includes benefits such as complimentary overnight stays, discounts at area restaurants that are operated by the same owners along with retail venues within the resort. The resort is not affiliated with any national or international hotel brands.
Based on the literature review and the research objectives, and with the cooperation of the resort's management, a two-phase (Time 1 and Time 2) study was designed. Time 1 data measured respondents' satisfaction with their most recent overnight experience at the resort, as well as their attitudinal loyalty toward that property. An online questionnaire was used to capture these data.
Over nine weeks, the researchers worked with a database manager to obtain recent customer records to create sampling frames for each week. Qualtrics was used to host the survey instrument and sent to each week's list of customers, excluding those who did not have email addresses. A customer may have received a survey one day after their stay or up to seven days after. Reminder emails were sent to each of the nine waves for up to four weeks after the initial email was sent. An incentive offer was also included in the email. Respondents who completed the survey received discount coupons from the resort and were given a chance to enter into a drawing for one grand prize for a stay at the resort.
In this study, 1,573 hotel guests (46% response rate) completed online surveys to measure their satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty at Time 1. The majority of the respondents resided in Michigan (n = 1,091) with the remaining from other states (e.g., Ohio, Canada) (n = 482). Only the respondents from Michigan (n = 1,091) were analyzed for this study to reduce the influence of travel times and costs and more accurately predict behaviors. To test the role of loyalty membership, respondents were segmented into guests with membership (n = 584) and those without membership (n = 507). A year later, the resort's data manager provided researchers with data that identified whether the respondents again booked/stayed at the resort within the year following their initial stay. These data were treated as the behavioral loyalty measure and analyzed as Time 2 data. With these two points in time, it was possible to investigate the relationship among satisfaction, attitudinal loyalty, and actual behavioral loyalty.
Questionnaire Development
The survey items used in this research were derived from the literature and framed for the respondent as being related to their most recent visit to the property. For hotel attribute-level satisfaction, six items were selected (Dubé & Renaghan, 2000; Knutson, 1988; Tsai et al., 2011) ; for example, "friendliness of staff", "hotel facilities and amenities", "hotel location", "quality of food", "room cleanliness and comfort", and "value for money". Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale from "1 = very unsatisfied" to "7 = very satisfied".
Overall customer satisfaction was measured with one item, again using a 7-point Likert scale from "1 = strongly disagree" to "7 = strongly agree" with the following statement: "Overall, this hotel was satisfying" (Finn, 2005; Spreng et al., 1996) . To measure attitudinal loyalty, two items were measured based on a 7-point Likert scale from "1 = extremely unlikely" to "7 = quite likely" with the following statements: "I will return to this hotel in the next 12 months" and "I will recommend this hotel to others" (Li & Petrick, 2008b; McMullan & Gilmore, 2003; Oppermann, 1999; Yi & La, 2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005) . These satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty items were measured at Time 1, which was treated as within seven days of checking out of the hotel property.
Behavioral loyalty was the frequency of actual follow-up stays obtained from the hotel's database. This behavior measure was treated as Time 2 and represents the passage of one year from the last wave of customer stays that occurred close to Time 1. Actual repeat visit data were used to test the predictive validity between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty measures (McKercher & Tse, 2012) .
Data Analysis
Survey data were analyzed using SPSS 22.0 software for descriptive statistics. To examine any relationships among satisfaction, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, independent-samples t-test and multiple regression analysis were performed. Chi-square test was also conducted to examine the distribution of attribute satisfaction and overall satisfaction levels.
Findings Respondent Profile
The participant demographics from the online survey showed that the majority of the respondents were female (71%) and of Caucasian descent (81%). The average age was 44 years old; about two-thirds of the respondents had an annual household income over $50,000, and the average size household was three. Within the 12 months following from their initial stay, nearly 47% of the survey respondents returned as overnight guests at this hotel according to data obtained from the hotel's actual customer records. Of that number, 61% of them revisited this hotel one time and 39% of the guests revisited this hotel two or more times. As shown in Table 1 , the demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, race, age, employment status, and income) were closely compared to determine whether there were significant differences between loyalty members and non-members. The majority of the participants were female (members: 69.4%; non-members: 74.1%) and the average ages were 44 years old (members) and 45 years old (non-members). The majority of the participants (members: 81.6%; non-members: 81.4%) were of Caucasian descent. More than half of the respondents had an annual household income over $50,000 (members: 58.4%; non-members: 66.9%). The majority of the respondents were full-time employees (members: 57.1%; non-members: 63.7%).
As shown in Table 2 , a chi-square test was performed to examine a frequency distribution of satisfaction levels (i.e., very unsatisfied, neutral, very satisfied) of six hotel attributes and overall satisfaction. All of the variables were significant (satisfaction with hotel location: X² (2, n = 1,067) = 1,839.14, p < 0.001; friendliness of staff: X² (2, n = 1,084) = 1,626.95, p < 0.001; hotel facilities and amenities: X² (2, n = 1,058) = 1,476.21, p < 0.001; room cleanliness and comfort: X² (2, n = 1,065) = 1,558.55, p < 0.001; quality of food: X² (2, n = 989) = 1,043.49, p < 0.001; value for money: X² (2, n = 1,072) = 573.50, p < 0.001; overall satisfaction: X² (2, n = 1,091) = 1,193.16, p < 0.001), which means that the distribution of satisfaction levels of each hotel attribute and overall satisfaction was not similarly distributed in the populations. Each variable showed that the frequency of "very satisfied guests" group was much higher than that of "very unsatisfied" and "neutral" groups.
Another chi-square test was performed to examine the relationship between loyalty program and the distribution of satisfaction levels. Significant relationships were found between them with hotel satisfaction with value for money (X² (2, n = 584) = 13.76, p < 0.01) and overall satisfaction (X² (2, n = 584) = 6.89, p < 0.05). As shown in Table 3 , an independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare satisfaction between loyalty members and non-members. There were significant differences in the scores of "satisfaction with value for money" for loyalty members (M = 5.80, SD = 0.063) and non-loyalty members (M = 5.46, SD = 0.073) conditions; t (1,089) = 3.55, p < 0.001 and "overall satisfaction" for loyalty members (M = 6.21, SD = 0.044) and non-loyalty members (M = 5.96, SD = 0.054) conditions; t (1,089) = 3.70, p < 0.001. Satisfaction ratings of the six attributes were highly rated with friendliness of staff (Mean of total sample 6.42 from 1 = very unsatisfied to 7 = very satisfied, members: 6.46, non-members: 6.40), hotel facilities and amenities (pool, game room, free nightly entertainment) (total sample: 6.37, members: 6.46, non-members: 6.38), hotel location (total sample: 6.63, members: 6.68, non-members: 6.60), quality of food (total sample: 6.14, members: 6.32, non-members: 6.28), room cleanliness and comfort (total sample: 6.27, members: 6.22, non-members: 5.98), and value for money (total sample: 5.64, members: 5.80, non-members: 5.46). Overall customer satisfaction was also highly rated (total sample: 6.09, members: 6.21, non-members: 5.96). Multiple regression analysis was conducted to confirm the relationships among variables. As shown in Table 4 and Figure 1 , multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationships among customer satisfaction (overall, attributes), attitudinal loyalty, and behavioral loyalty. The variables "friendliness of staff", "hotel facilities and amenities", "hotel location", "quality of food", "room cleanliness and comfort", "value for money", and "overall customer satisfaction" were entered simultaneously into the analysis. Satisfaction ratings on two hotel attributes variables were found to be significantly related with attitudinal loyalty: "satisfaction with value for money" (β = 0.23, p < 0.001) and "overall satisfaction" (β = 0.52, p < 0.001). The model accounted for 37% of the variance in attitudinal loyalty, F (9, 897) = 61.64, p < 0.001. Behavioral loyalty was regressed on hotel satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty (see Table 4 ); "satisfaction with room cleanliness and comfort" (β = 0.10, p < 0.05) was found to be positively related to behavioral loyalty. The eight predictor model accounted for 1% of the variance in behavioral loyalty, F (10, 896) = 1.15, p > 0.05. Based on the results, no significant relationship between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty was found.
Next, multiple regression analyses were repeated but using a segmented dataset: guests with loyalty membership versus guests without loyalty membership. As shown in Table 5 , "satisfaction with value for money" (β = 0.24, p < 0.001) and "overall satisfaction" (β = 0.47, p < 0.001) were found to be positively related to attitudinal loyalty. For those customers who did not belong to a membership program, "satisfaction with hotel location" (β = 0.14, p < 0.05) and "overall satisfaction" (β = 0.57, p < 0.001) were positively related to attitudinal loyalty. For behavioral loyalty, guest members were positively influenced to return by being satisfied with the value they perceived to have received on their previous stay (β = 0.14, p < 0.05) and attitudinal loyalty (β = 0.09, p < 0.05), whereas non-members were influenced by the satisfaction with room cleanliness and comfort during their previous stay (β = 0.17, p < 0.05) and not attitudinal loyalty (n.s.). Overall, the model for guests with loyalty membership was able to account for 37% of the variance in attitudinal loyalty, F (9, 490) = 31.529, p > 0.001 and the model for guests without loyalty membership was able to account for 39% of the variance in attitudinal loyalty, F (9, 397) = 31.774, p > 0.001. The behavioral models were much lower in their predictive power, but a positive relationship between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty was supported by the member sample and not supported by the non-member sample. 
Conclusions and Implications
As one of the few empirical studies which measured both attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty, the aim of this research was to examine the relationships among customer satisfaction, attitudinal loyalty, and behavioral loyalty. The discussion presents the theoretical and practical contributions of this study to the hospitality literature and for destination marketers and hospitality managers. Firstly, while overall customer satisfaction was significantly related to attitudinal loyalty, it was found to be unrelated to behavioral loyalty in this study. Although some previous studies (e.g., Bolton & Lemon, 1999; Gilly & Gelb, 1982; Solnick & Hemenway, 1992) found that customers' repeated patronage behaviors depended on their prior satisfaction levels, customer satisfaction may incompletely explain behavioral loyalty, despite the fact that customer satisfaction is a necessary component for explaining behavioral loyalty (Gitelson & Crompton, 1984) . Previous literature provides some insight about the reasons why satisfied customers might switch their repeated patronage behaviors. For example, Gunn (1997) and Oppermann (1999) suggested that the impact of satisfaction on actual behavioral loyalty can be lower for the hospitality and tourism industry compared to other industries because satisfied customers might switch the destination even though they are happy with the service provided because of novelty seeking, convenience, competitive actions, or prices (Keaveney, 1995; Oliver, 1999; Reichheld, 1996; Stewart, 1997) .
From the findings of this study, "satisfaction with value for money" was a significant predictor of behavioral loyalty for the membership group and "satisfaction with room cleanliness and comfort" was found to be a significant predictor of behavioral loyalty for all guests and for the segmented non-membership group. However, due to problems of low R² values and insignificant results of F-tests, the results need to be interpreted cautiously in drawing conclusions although significant coefficients still show that the model is valuable for showing about how changes in the predictor values are associated with changes in the response value (Frost, 2013) .
Secondly, the relationship between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty was significant for only guests with loyalty membership. The low R² value suggests a weak relationship between attitudinal loyalty and actual future repeat behavior. These findings suggest that those who did not intend to return did; and those who planned to return didn't. Furthermore, customers may have a tendency to switch service providers despite high customer satisfaction ratings and attitudinal loyalty. Kraus (1995) argued that attitudinal loyalty predicts behavior, but it will not accurately predict a change in behavior. According to Back and Parks (2003) and Peter and Olson (1993) , customers may switch to other options due to a decrease in positive attitudes about their current brand. Some studies suggest that the provider plays a very important role in the relationship between attitudinal and behavioral loyalty (Blackston, 1993; Fournier, 1998; Riley, Niininen, Szivas, & Willis, 2001) . Customers may want to go some new places for novelty and different experiences, although they remain loyal to the destination (Hsieh, O'Leary, & Morrison, 1994; McDowall, 2010; Oppermann, 1999) . Destination marketers need ways to target specific business customers who desire variety, but can be motivated to become destination loyal.
Thirdly, the findings of the study indicate that "satisfaction with value for money" and "overall satisfaction with a hotel stay" were found to be significant predictors of attitudinal loyalty. These findings concur with many previous empirical studies confirming the belief that customer satisfaction is an important antecedent to attitudinal loyalty (Back & Parks, 2003; Bramwell, 1998; Fornell et al., 1996; Getty & Thompson, 1995; Kozak, 2001; Kozak & Rimmington, 2000; Yi & La, 2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005) . Further, this study showed that there were significant differences in the means of "satisfaction with value for money" and "overall satisfaction with a hotel stay" between loyalty program members and non-members and "satisfaction with value for money" is positively related to both attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty with loyalty program members (O'Brien & Jones, 1995; Poon & Low, 2005; Shifflet & Bhatia, 1997; Yi & Jeon, 2003) . From a chi-square test, it is showed that there were much more "very satisfied guests" in regard to "value for money" and "overall satisfaction" in the loyalty program members' group compared to the non-members' group.
As discussed in the previous studies, customer perceived value is a powerful predictor of loyalty because customers choose a service provider, which offers the maximum value for money spent (Back & Lee, 2009; Neal, 1999) . Most hotels offer a loyalty program to foster customer loyalty as it is perceived as valuable and beneficial relative to the costs the members pay for membership (Dowling & Uncles, 1997; Sellers, 1991) . However, most programs look alike with similar benefits, which are easy to be copied by competitors and customers hold multiple loyalty membership cards within a similar industry (Mattila, 2006) . Therefore, loyalty programs should be carefully planned, evaluated, and constantly developed based on a long-term relationship with customers that can elevate customer loyalty (Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2005; Choi & Chu, 2001; Mattila, 2006; O'Brien & Jones, 1995) . To ensure that loyalty programs are attractive to customers and differentiated from the competing firms, loyalty programs can add more personal and subjective-oriented benefits such as feeling been entertained, honored, and delighted by "wowing" customers, which can produce emotional and interpersonal bonds between customers and a company, product, or service and the bonds can provide an important psychological value to the customers (Berman, 2006; Kim et al., 2013; Mattila, 2006) . These emotional benefits can be perceived as more valuable to the customers than monetary rewards or extra discounts and ultimately, contribute to the formation of customer loyalty (Berman, 2006; Chiu, Hsieh, Li, & Lee, 2005) .
The findings of this study can help managers, operators, and owners better understand the relationships among satisfaction, attitudinal loyalty, and behavioral loyalty. Managers rely more upon customer's actual repeat behavior, rather than attitudinal loyalty, when estimating customer life-time value and developing cost-related strategies for a more realistic status of business performance (O'Malley, 1998; Oppermann, 1998; Shoemaker & Bowen, 2003) . However, focusing on only the behavioral aspects of loyalty may overestimate customer loyalty and fail to explain causes of loyal behavior such as attitudinal and psychological commitment to a product or service provider (Back, 2005; Day, 1969; Schall, 2003) . Therefore, a clearer understanding of loyalty will allow them to develop more accurate tools to identify the gap between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty (O'Malley, 1998; Oppermann, 1998; Russell-Bennett et al., 2007) .
It is likewise important for marketers and managers to obtain real-time continuous research with customers using a path relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty. For example, managers may query a reservation system to find whether satisfied customers return on their own, or whether the hotel should use promotional incentives to encourage them to return. Additionally, managers need to consider whether a dissatisfied customer is likely to return. The dissatisfaction could result from a situation not under the control of the hotel. For example, the weather may be rainy and cold during a summer vacation week, or major road construction could significantly increase drive time to the hotel. There could be other ways that customer satisfaction leads to post-consumption behaviors including attitudinal and behavioral loyalty.
Limitations and Future Research
This study provides useful insights into loyalty research in the hospitality field using a rare combination of survey data and actual purchase transactions. Behavioral loyalty was measured from a single item that may not fully represent future behaviors (Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007; Laurent & Kapferer, 1985) . There could be possible omission of other predictors, which is important to behavioral loyalty in the context of hospitality industry. Researchers recommend the use of multiple items to improve quality measures, which strength the reliability of research findings. Future studies may add other behavioral measures, such as proportion of brand purchase (Li & Petrick, 2008a; 2010; Yi & La, 2004) , and to attempt the addition of follow-up longitudinal studies over longer time periods.
Another limitation of this study could be the low R² values in explaining variance of behavioral loyalty. Although R² value cannot determine whether the independent variables are a cause of the changes in the dependent variable (Frost, 2013) , it provides a measure of how well observed outcomes are replicated by the model, as the proportion of total variation of outcomes explained by the model (Steel & Torrie, 1960) . The low R² values in explaining variance of behavioral loyalty mean that there could be possible exclusion of important predictors to behavioral loyalty. Therefore, future studies need to model more predictors in order to gain explanatory power.
Lastly, a possible limitation of this study is the fact that we collected the data from a single hotel, which is independently owned and operated without any brand affiliated. The loyalty program of brand-affiliated hotels usually provides additional benefits that can be earned and redeemed at any hotels under the same brand names (O'Neill & Carlbäck, 2011) . Future studies should include brand-affiliated hotels, where loyalty programs operate differently from those of independent hotels and should comparatively analyze the loyalty impact between independent and brand-affiliated hotels. Further, more empirical studies of the model in different populations of customers are also recommended, along with different types of accommodations and different service industries, as an effort to provide external validity.
